same set of candidates, they can secure the election of their whole set of candidates.
Of late years, several other methods of electing representatives have been devised as substitutes for majority voting, and some of them have been not merely discussed theoretically, but brought into practical operation. [142] Of these other methods, those best known in England are, (1) the limited vote, applied by the Reform Act of 1867 to threecornered constituencies and the city of London, and since introduced on a much more extensive scale in Brazil, (2) cumulative voting, applied in 1870 to school board elections, and also in use in the Cape Colony (since 1853), and in Illinois and Pennsylvania; and, (3) the preferential vote of Mr. Hare's scheme, and of M. Andrae's Danish constitution. But I must abstain from further details as to these and other new methods and their comparative advantages and disadvantages, until I have laid a foundation for the investigation, by pointing out the deficiencies of majority voting. That system is still almost everywhere in possession, and neither can be nor ought to be disturbed until its defects have been proved to be so serious as to outweigh the inconveniences inseparable from change.
Obviously these different methods of electing representatives are all practical applications of the science of statistics. They all consist in collecting certain statistical data as to whom the electors wish to have as representatives, and putting together these data so as to construct these into a representative assembly.
Majority Voting.
The method of majority voting cannot claim to have originated in any scientific consideration of the problem how a representative assembly might best be formed. It has manifestly been developed gradually out of the mode in which an assembly decides upon any proposal that may be submitted to it. Until the abolition of the show of hands by the Ballot Act of 1872, the first stage in an English parliamentary election consisted in asking the electors, as to each candidate separately, whether he should be their representative. In the second stage, at the poll, when the votes of the electors were recorded systematically it was convenient to receive the votes for all the candidates at once, and then the majority vote rule was adopted, being no doubt recommended by the consideration that it would lead to the same practical result as if the electors had voted separately for or against each candidate. According to either process a majority of one more than half the voters in favour of any candidate or candidates secures his or their election. If the sole or principal object of the electors was to select the most honest, intelligent, and competent among the candidates who offer themselves, and if each elector would exercise his individual judgment as to the qualifications of the candidates, majority voting would probably not work amiss. Every successful candidate would have been separately pronounced by a majority of the electors to be superior in his qualifications to any of the rejected candidates; [143] and though the popular verdict might sometimes err in rejecting a very eligible or admitting an ineligible candidate, yet, on the whole, it would be much oftener right than wrong. But at the present day, at any rate in electing representatives for parliamentary or municipal assemblies, electors do not seek exclusively or mainly to select the most honest, intelligent, and competent of the candidates. On the contrary, with but few exceptions, the electors pay very little attention to the personal qualifications of the candidates, and look only at the views they hold and the measures they promise to support. What they aim at securing is that their views and their measures should prevail in and be carried out by the assembly. I do not blame the electors for thus looking to principles and measures rather than to personal qualifications; but it makes a great difference in the working of majority voting. Whenever the majority of the electors in a constituency have discovered that they are agreed in supporting certain views and measures, they will naturally use the power which, under majority voting, they possess, of only electing representatives who hold the same views and will support the same measures. An election thus naturally becomes a contest between two parties, each of them trying to secure the votes of the majority of the electors for its own views and measures, and for the representatives who will support them. Smaller sections of the constituency, knowing that they cannot elect any representatives of their own selection, will annex themselves to one or the other of the two principal parties.
Majority Voting may completely Exclude Minority.
It may happen that the same party has the upper hand in every constituency, and that the other party has no representative whatever in the assembly. Thus in Geneva, according to a report presented to the Grand Council in 1870, by three of its members, Messrs. Roget, Morin, and Bellamy, "the opposition has always numbered more than onethird of the electors, and we have seen it successively represented by 0, 7 deputies, and 1 deputy." This refers to the grand council, which consisted of 102 deputies, for the election of which the canton was divided into three constituencies. The same happened in Maryland in 1868, according to Mr. Simon Sterne's "Personal Representation" (Lippincott, Philadelphia, 1870), p. 71. In this election 62,356 votes were cast for democratic candidates, and 30,442 for republican, and yet this republican minority of nearly one-third of the whole body of voters, did not obtain a single representative in either the senate or the house of representatives. [144] 
Majority Voting may give Minority Control of
Assembly.
But as a rule the representatives are divided more or less unequally between the two parties, the proportions depending however not upon the comparative strength of the two parties in the constituencies, but on the number of constituencies in which each party happens to have the majority, and the number of representatives returned by these constituencies. This will usually exaggerate the difference between the two parties, and give the stronger party a much larger majority in the assembly than it has in the constituencies; but sometimes on the contrary it assigns the majority in the assembly to the party which is really in a minority in the constituencies. To make my meaning clearer, I will assume that each constituency has a number of representatives in exact proportion to the number of electors it comprises, an assumption which will be very nearly correct in countries where representation is in proportion to population, e.g., in the United States and in France, and which is being more nearly realised in the United Kingdom by every successive Reform Bill. I will further assume that there are 1,990,000 electors who have to elect 199 representatives, or one representative for each 10,000 electors. Suppose now that 100 of these representatives are elected by the A party by narrow majorities of 5,100 to 4,900 in constituencies returning only one member, of 10,200 to 9,800 in constituencies returning In Belgium, according to M. Leon Pety de Thozée, "Réforme Electorale," p. 8, Bruxelles, 1874 "In the elections of 14th June, 1870, 18,737 electors voted for the liberals, and only 14,096 for the catholics, and yet only 31 liberal members were elected, against 30 catholics, and if a very small number of votes had been changed at Charleroi, there would have been only 29 liberal members to represent 57 per cent of the electors, and 32 catholics to represent the minority of 43 per cent."
These instance show that majority voting is not always able to ensure that the majority of representatives is on the same side with the majority among the electors.
Over Representation of Majority.
Even in the more common case where the majority in the assembly is on the same side with the majority among the constituencies, it is quite uncertain what proportion they may bear to each other. An overwhelming majority in the assembly may correspond to a narrow majority among the constituencies. It may be thought by some that this is of little importance, and that when once it is settled which party has a majority in the assembly, it does not matter how large or how small this majority is. If the assembly could guide itself altogether by one or two general principles, upon which the whole of the majority party were agreed, it would not perhaps matter much whether their majority was narrow or overwhelming. [146] But instead of this, every assembly, whether parliamentary or municipal, ordinarily has to deal with a variety of more or less complicated measures, presenting numerous points for discussion, among which there will almost always be some upon which the members of the dominant party differ among themselves. By availing itself of such opportunities a strong minority is not unfrequently able to delay or modify, if not defeat, the measures proposed by their opponents. But when the one party has a very large majority in the assembly, not only the members of the minority, but even the more moderate members of the majority, are powerless to check the action of the majority party, action which sometimes goes far beyond anything in the party programme submitted to the electors at the election which conferred upon the party their majority. Moreover, the members of a party, and even their leaders, are apt to assume that its majority in the assembly correctly represents its strength in the country, and to push forward what they suppose to be a popular policy, until they are undeceived by the next general election. If a method of voting were introduced which would ensure that the representatives of different parties were at least roughly in proportion to the respective numbers of electors belonging to the same parties respectively in the constituencies, the real strength of each party would be known to every one from the division lists of the assembly, and we should be free from both the dangers above referred to, viz., (1) of the majority in the constituencies being misrepresented in the assembly, and (2) of its being over-represented there. That this is practicable I hope to show further on.
Instability under Majority Voting.
Moreover, when an assembly is elected by majority voting the relative strength of the different parties is much more unstable and fluctuating than it would be under such a system of proportional representation as I have just referred to. Then the fluctuations would only be in proportion to the changes of opinion which time and circumstances might produce among the electors. Under majority voting it often happens (indeed much more frequently than would be anticipated a priori) that elections are decided by very narrow majorities, so that if only a very few votes changed sides the representation would be transferred to the other party.
Narrow Majorities under Majority Voting.
To illustrate this, I have prepared tables showing for the last three general elections for the United Kingdom, those of 1868, 1874, and 1880, (1) how many seats were won by majorities not exceeding 100, and (2) how many seats were won by majorities not exceeding 10 per cent of the votes polled for the successful candidate. [147] From Tables I and II it appears that in 1868 34 conservatives and 33 liberals owed their success to majorities of less than 100, while 48 conservatives and 48 liberals gained their seats by majorities less in each case than 10 per cent of the votes polled for the successful candidate. I have further calculated how many voters must change sides in order to transfer these seats to the other party. I find from Table I (of majorities under 100) that the 34 conservative seats would be transferred to the liberals if 790 voters changed sides, and that the 32 liberal seats would be transferred to the conservatives if 657 voters changed sides. * * The number of voters who must change sides to transfer a seat to the other party, is always the next whole number greater than half the majority. Hence to calculate the total number of From the Table II of majorities under 10 per cent, I find that the 48 conservative seats would be transferred to the liberals if 3,674 voters (less than 3 per cent of the conservative voters in those cases, 123,993 in all) changed sides, and that the 48 liberal seats would be transferred to the conservatives if 2,810 voters (less than 2.8 per cent of the liberal voters in those cases, 102,134 in all) changed sides.
From Tables III and IV it appears that in 1874, 32 conservatives and 32 liberals owed their success to majorities of less than 100, while 49 conservatives and 49 liberals gained or kept their seats by majorities less in each case than 10 per cent of the votes polled for the successful candidate. I have also calculated that of the seats depending on majorities of less than 100, the 32 conservative seats would be transferred to the liberals if 652 voters changed sides, while the 32 liberal seats would be transferred to the conservatives if 617 voters changed sides. Of the seats depending on majorities of less than 10 per cent, I find that the 49 conservative seats would be transferred to the liberals if 3,501 voters (less than 2.8 per cent of the conservative voters in those elections, 125,796 in all) changed sides, and that the 49 liberal seats would be transferred to the conservatives if 3,506 voters (less than 2.74 per cent of the liberal voters in those cases, 128,081 in all) had changed sides.
From Tables V and VI it appears that in 1880 33 conservatives and 58 liberals owed their success to majorities of less than 100, while 48 conservatives and 72 liberals gained or kept their seats by majorities less in each case than 10 per cent [148] of the votes polled for the successful candidate. I have also calculated that of the seats depending on majorities of less than 100, the 33 conservative seats would be transferred to the liberals if 715 voters changed sides, while the 58 liberal seats would be transferred to the conservatives if 1,214 voters changed sides. Of the seats depending upon majorities of less than 10 per cent, I find that the 48 conservative seats would be transferred to the liberals if 3,010 conservative voters changed sides, and that the 72 liberal seats would be transferred to the conservatives if 4,054 liberal voters changed sides.
In Table II , of the majorities under 10 per cent in 1868, I have marked with an * those seats which were won by the opposite party in 1874, and with a votes which must change sides, I have added to the sum total of the majorities one for every odd, and two for every even majority, and halved the total. In cases where two seats have been won by the same party, I have omitted the figures as to the smaller majority, because if sufficient voters change sides to transfer the other seat, that one will also be transferred.
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On Methods of Electing Representatives † those which having been retained in 1874 by the same party, were won by their opponents between 1874 and 1880; and in Table IV , of the majorities under 10 per cent in 1874, I have marked with a †those seats which were won by the opposite party in 1880. I find that 11 conservative seats out of 48, and 34 liberal seats out of 48, or altogether 45 seats out of 96 in Table II were won by the opposite party in 1874, and 20 more conservative seats and 4 more liberal seats, or altogether 24 additional seats, in 1880; and that 45 conservative seats out of 49, and 8 liberal seats out of 49 in Table IV , or altogether 53 seats out of 98, were won by the opposite party in 1880. These changes, however, by no means represent all the seats that were insecure. At the general election of 1874 the conservatives gained 97 seats and lost 36,* and at the general election of 1880 they lost 134 seats and gained 25. † There was a general movement of public opinion in favour of the conservatives in 1874, and against them in 1880, but that they should have, notwithstanding, lost 36 seats in 1874 and gained 25 seats in 1880, shows by how uncertain a tenure very many parliamentary seats are held . The 10 per cent Tables II, IV , and VI comprise the names of 178 constituencies out of 419, of which 11 had extremely close contests at each of the three elections, 51 more at two of these elections, and the remaining 116 at only one general election. There have also been a certain number of close contests between two candidates belonging to the same party. These I have not included. * G. F. Chambers's "Record of Parliamentary Elections," 1874.
†"Times," 20th April, 1880. The great changes produced in the British Parliament by the general elections of 1874 and 1880 were exceeded in the Canadian elections of September, 1879. These gave the opposition a majority of at least 66 in a house of only 206, while throughout the whole of the preceding parliament the opposition had never been in a smaller minority than 39 ("Times," 4th October, 1879). Therefore at least 105 seats out of 206 had been transferred from the one party to the other.
In Victoria there were two general elections in 1880. In the first ("Times," 13th April, 1880) Mr. Berry's ministry only secured 37 supporters against 49 supporters of Mr. Service. In the second ("Times," 9th September, 1880) Mr. Service's supporters only numbered 35 against 44 opponents, supporters of Mr. Berry, and 7 neutrals. This is attributed to the Roman Catholic vote having been thrown at the first election against Mr. Berry, and at the second against Mr. Service, because neither minister would consent to give them separate denominational schools. If Irish be substituted for Roman Catholic, the explanation would apply to a considerable part of the recent fluctuations in the parliamentary representation of English voters. [160] At Taking the three last * Italian elections alone, they give an average of 9 per cent of cases in which the majority is less than 10 per cent of the successful candidates' votes, while the three last English elections give 12 1 2 per cent of such cases. [161] The difference may perhaps be due, wholly or in part, to the Italians having a ballotage or second election if the first candidate does not obtain an absolute majority of the votes polled. This enables several candidates of the same party to compete against each other at the first election, and thus prevents the managers of the party from forcing an unpopular candidate upon it, and thus causing a certain number of abstentions or desertions, and converting a secure victory into a closely balanced contest.
Instability Resulting from Narrow Majorities.
From the figures given above, it is easy to understand how a slight change in political opinion among the electors may produce a very considerable change in the balance of parties among their representatives. The political system is in fact always in a state of unstable equilibrium, liable to be turned upside down by anything that may make the one party popular or the other unpopular at the time of a general election. This makes the leaders of parties extremely sensitive to fluctuations of public opinion, and unwilling to risk even a slight amount of temporary unpopularity; while on the other hand it makes popular agitators much more influential than they would be if the elections did not so often depend upon small majorities, and thus come to be decided by that class among the electors whose votes are most readily affected by temporary fluctuations of opinion.
If the representatives were elected so as to represent the different parties among the electors according to their real strength, the fluctuations in the strength of parties in the assembly would be only in proportion to the actual changes of opinion among the electors. If a party had a decided majority, its leaders would be able to risk incurring a certain amount of unpopularity among the class of electors to which I have referred, provided they still retained the confidence of their regular supporters in the assembly and among the electors.
* There was a general election in 1876, the statistics of which I have not seen.
Corruption Due to Narrow Majorities.
The tables of narrow majorities (Nos. I to VI) will also explain why electors under majority voting are so liable to be influenced by bribery, treating, intimidation, and other undue influences. The bulk of the electors in a constituency may be too honest to be bribed or corrupted, and too independent to be intimidated, but there will always be some few who are accessible to such influences, and whenever the honest and independent electors are divided into two nearly equal parties, supporting two rival candidates, or sets of candidates, the election is really left in the hands of the corrupt or dependent residue. [162] If the constituencies which now return together five or seven representatives, were united into a single constituency with the same number of representatives, and these representatives were elected in such a manner as to represent the different parties among the electors proportionally, the corrupt or dependent residues, which had enjoyed such great influence under majority voting, would only be able to influence the election of, at the utmost, one representative out of the five or the seven. This has been practically verified in the school board elections with cumulative voting.
It occasionally happens, as election investigations have shown, that not only a small residue, but a considerable fraction, perhaps a majority, of a constituency has become corrupt. But in these cases it will usually be found that the corruption has gradually increased from small beginnings. A few voters having been bribed to turn an election, gradually more and more insist on being paid. If the election managers had not been tempted at first to bribe a few, the constituency would have remained pure.
Majority voting is also responsible for a great part of the expenditure incurred by candidates in retaining election agents, having committee rooms, advertising, and bringing voters to the poll. Within certain limits, expenditure for these purposes is legitimate, as contributing to make the views and claims of the candidates known to the electors: but, unquestionably, a very large portion of this expenditure is only incurred because elections depend upon narrow majorities, and it is, therefore, worth while to incur a very considerable expenditure for the chance of securing a few additional votes.
Personation also is not resorted to, at least not systematically, except when it is supposed that parties are nearly equally divided in the constituency, and that, therefore, success depends upon a small number of votes.
Gerrymandering.
There is another mode in which the circumstance that under majority voting elections frequently depend upon a small balance of votes, may be used to transfer seats from the one party to the other. This is by altering the constituency, and either adding or taking away some class of electors which is supposed to be much more favourable to the one party than to the other. This may be done either by altering the boundaries of the electoral districts or by enfranchising or disfranchising a particular set of electors. The alteration of boundaries for this purpose is extensively practised in the United States, under the name of gerrymandering,and it was also common in France under Napoleon III, where large towns which, if left undivided, would probably have elected opposition candidates, were divided into several portions, each of which was united with a sufficiently large rural district to secure a majority for the government. [163] (See Mr. Ware's "Machinery of Politics ;" "American Law Review" for January, 1872, vol. vi, p. 283; Baron de Layre, "Les Minorités." Dentu. Paris, 1868, p. 23.) In England, fortunately, the boundaries of constituencies and the conditions of the franchise have only been altered twice, viz., in 1832 and in 1867-78; and the circumstances under which the last Reform Bills of 1867-78 were passed, the official influence of the ministry being on one side, and the majority of the House of Commons on the other, were calculated to check any such proceedings, and they are not yet recognised as legitimate party manoeuvres. But we cannot reckon upon this continuing, if majority voting be maintained, and it remain possible by slight alterations in the conditions of the franchise to transfer a whole set of constituencies from the one party to the other. If proportional representation were substituted for majority voting, the provisions of a Reform Bill, whether as to the conditions of the franchise or as to the alterations in the constituencies, would have much less influence on the balance of parties, and would have a much fairer chance of being considered on their merits.
Division into Two Parties.
Thus far I have reasoned on the assumption that the division into two, and only two parties, which is found almost everywhere under majority voting, will not be affected by the change to another mode of voting. But in fact, as I believe, this limitation of electoral contests to only two parties is due mainly to majority voting, and would be more or less broken in upon if any method of voting were substituted which enabled smaller sections of the electors to obtain separately their respective shares of the representation without being compelled to combine together to form a majority party. That majority voting by thus compelling smaller sections to combine together, on pain of being left unrepresented, tends to limit to only two the number of parties competing at an election, I have shown in a previous part of this paper. It may be thought, however, that this, though an adequate cause, may not be the only possible cause. It is a prevailing opinion among those who confine their attention to English party divisions, that though the creeds of the liberal and conservative parties may vary from time to time in their details, they correspond substantially to two opposite tendencies of thought, which produce naturally two opposite sets of opinions and two opposing parties. But even without going outside English politics, anyone who examines carefully the opinions from time to time advocated by these two parties on those questions of domestic and foreign policy which from time to time prominently occupy public attention, will, I think, come to the conclusion that not unfrequently the members of each party are kept in agreement with each other far more by reluctance to separate from their common organisation (which under majority voting is the condition of their exercising any political influence) than by any of the principles which they hold in common. [164] And when we look beyond the United Kingdom to other countries where representative government with majority voting has been for a long time in operation, to the United States, to Switzerland, or to Belgium, we shall find everywhere * the same division into two and only two parties, but the character of the party division varying in different countries. In the United States the distinguishing characteristics of the rival parties have nothing whatever in common with those of our Liberals and Conservatives, and this is also true of the Independents and Radicals of Geneva. We find, moreover, that the same party divisions usually run through all elections, whether federal, State, or municipal, or, as the case may be, national or municipal, though there is no connection between the questions to be dealt with by the different sets of representatives. These phenomena I cannot explain by any theory of a natural division between opposing tendencies of thought, and the only explanation * That this is not true at present of France or Germany, or Italy, may be due partly to representative government having only been for a short period in free operation there, and partly to the ballotage (or second election, if no absolute majority) allowing more than two parties to contend against each other at the first voting.
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Voting matters, Issue 24 which seems to me to account for them is that the two opposing parties into which we find politicians divided in each of these countries have been formed and are kept together by majority voting. I am far from imagining that the substitution of proportional representation for majority voting would prevent the bulk of the members of such a representative assembly as the House of Commons from being still divided, ordinarily into two principal parties. The House of Commons will still decide all questions submitted to it by majorities, and there will still be a responsible ministry whose continuance in office will depend upon its receiving a certain support from the majority of the House, and therefore there will usually be another party aspiring to replace this ministry. But if the electors were free to choose not merely between the two parties and their respective sets of candidates, but between the individual candidates of each party, and all other candidates who might be nominated (and this they would be able to do freely under some of the systems of proportional representation to be described further on in this paper), the representatives thus elected, though probably usually members of the one or the other of these two principal parties, would be much more free to act either independently or in smaller sections, either combining with other sections of their party, or separating themselves, according to their own opinions and those of their constituents, upon the particular questions voted on.
[165] They would not be always trying to keep up the appearance of a single harmonious party, with a view to the next elections. Provided they voted in accordance with the opinions to represent which they had been elected, they would be pretty safe of re-election, although they had not always adhered to the same party. Thus the individual representatives, and through them the electors, would be able to exercise a more continuous and effective influence on the proceedings of parliament, than they can do under the present strict party organisation. At present the same party must remain in office from one general election to the next; at least the only alternative is a ministry in a minority. Then it will be possible for parties to combine and recombine in the house, and if one ministry be overthrown, to substitute another with a majority behind it. It will then no longer be necessary that a ministry should rely for support exclusively upon one of the two parties. I have no apprehension that this change will injuriously affect our system of ministerial responsibility and party government. In fact this grew up and matured itself during the century and a half previous to the Reform Bill of 1832, when nothing was known of the strict party organisation which majority voting acting on numerous large constituencies has since produced, and when a considerable proportion of the members were either independent of, or very loosely attached to, either of the principal parties.
The Caucus or Nominating Convention.
The so-called "caucus" system for selecting candidates is also entitled to a place among the evils of majority voting, when we are dealing with countries like the United States and Great Britain, where secret voting has been introduced without any provision for ballotage. This caucus system has for many years been firmly established in the United States, and the experience of a single general election under the Ballot Act of 1872 led to its introduction into 67 English constituencies (Mr. Chamberlain, "Times," 13th April 1880), and I expect before long to see it much more extensively adopted. In fact the caucus or nominating convention offers a plausible solution in a popular form of a difficulty which the introduction of secret voting has not, indeed, created, but greatly increased, viz., the difficulty of ascertaining which of several candidates proposed to a party is most popular with the party. [166] With the English or American form of ballot it must be decided beforehand for which candidates the party is to vote. So long as there was open voting, a party with a considerable majority did not run much risk of being defeated, even if two rival sections of the party insisted on each bringing its candidate to the poll, for the voting of the first two or three hours would usually show which candidate was likely to succeed, and then the other would withdraw while the party had still sufficient votes unpolled to secure the election for its remaining candidate. But under the ballot there is no indisputable mode of ascertaining how the election is going on, and therefore nothing to induce one of two rival candidates to retire. The "caucus" remedy for this is to entrust the selection of the candidates to a representative body, elected by the electors of the party. This looks at first sight like a fair and equitable arrangement, but two obstacles to its satisfactory working have been found to exist in the United States. (1) These elections to nominating conventions are outside the law, and there is nothing but public opinion and lynch law to check bribery, corruption, and all kinds of trickery and violence.
(2) A large proportion of the electors would not, under any circumstances, trouble themselves to vote at any additional elections besides those authorised by law, and the remainder of the respectable electors have found that it is on the one hand useless, and on the other unpleasant, and even dangerous, to take part in the elections to these nominating conventions. These elections have thus fallen altogether into the hands of the party-managers and their tools, and in consequence, as Mr. Simon Sterne, of New York, testifies ("Personal Representation," p. 88), "The far greater number of members of the convention are either directly bought with money, or with promises of office. As a matter of accident, an honest man may be returned to a nominating convention, but as a general rule they are of the most pliant and corrupt of party tools." As these conventions nominate the party candidates, it is not surprising that there should be in state legislatures, and even in congress, a considerable number of members accessible to corruption.* As yet the caucus system in England has had no time to develop the evil characteristics of its American prototype, but I can see nothing likely to prevent like causes from producing like effects in the course of another twenty or thirty years, unless something is done to enable individual electors to decide independently of the caucus between the rival candidates of their party, without giving up majority voting. [167] This might be done by adopting the French, Italian, and German practice of having a second election whenever an absolute majority of the votes polled has not been obtained at the first election, and only allowing the candidates highest in the poll to compete at this second election. This enables separate sections of a party to run separate candidates at the first election, and try their strength against each other, and then unite at the second election to support whichever of their candidates is still left in the competition.
The following table, compiled from the "Statistica Elettorale Politica," published by the Italian Government in 1876 and 1880, shows how extensively these facilities for running more than two candidates against each other are made use of:- The ballotage column includes cases where a sufficient proportion of the electors did not vote, as well as cases where no candidate obtained an absolute majority.
The last column comprises the cases in which the candidate who was highest at the first voting is unsuccessful at the ballotage, a result which would be usually, though not always, due to the party ultimately successful having divided their votes between several candidates at the first voting, and combined upon a single candidate on the second election.
When the Ballot Act of 1870 was passing through the House of Commons, Sir Charles Dilke gave notice of an amendment introducing the ballotage, but, owing to the anxiety of the ministry and the bulk of the liberal party to pass this Bill without delay, this amendment was not discussed, any more than another amendment put forward by Mr. Walter Morrison, and which proposed to secure to the electors individual liberty of choice, without a second election, by a modification of Mr. Hare's preferential vote. Mr. Ashton Dilke has this session introduced a Bill providing for a ballotage, whenever a seat is not filled by an absolute majority at the first election.
Before selecting any system of minority representation or proportional representation for adoption instead of majority voting, it will be necessary to make sure that it does secure individual liberty of choice to the electors, and will not compel them to put themselves into the hands of the party managers, and vote as they are directed. [168] Limited Voting.
I shall now proceed to describe some of the other methods of voting which it has been proposed to substitute for majority voting. Among these it is convenient to begin with limited voting, because that method differs much less from majority voting than any of the others I have to notice. The only difference is that while in majority voting an elector may vote for as many candidates as there are representatives to be elected, in limited voting he is only allowed to vote for a smaller number, say for two out of three, three out of four, or fourteen out of twenty. This will enable the minority party to secure one or more representatives, provided it is not much inferior in numbers to the majority. In limited voting, as in majority voting, an elector may not give more than one of his votes to the same candidate.
By the Reform Bill of 1867 limited voting was applied, the city of London returning four representatives, and to four boroughs and seven counties, each returning seven members, to which the Scotch Reform Bill of 1868 added Glasgow. Thus it is applied altogether to 40 members out of 658. This same method of limited voting was introduced into Brazil in 1875 on a much more extensive scale. According to an account which M. Ernest Naville has given of the new Brazil law, in "Les Progrès de la Réforme Electorale en 1874 et 1875," pp. 5 and 6, limited voting is applied alike to municipal, provincial, and national elections, with the exception of the senate. Whenever a constituency has more than two representatives, each elector may only vote for twothirds of the representatives to be elected. Out of 20 provinces 7 return only two members apiece to the National Chamber, but the other 13 return from 3 to 20 members apiece. For the elections to provincial assemblies the number of representatives varies from 20 to 45. The elections are at present by two stages, as had been the case before the introduction of limited voting, the limited voting being applied to both stages of the election. M. Naville mentions that there was much opposition to these two stages, and according to a telegram published in the "Times" of 6th May, 1880, the Government was bringing in a Bill substituting direct election for election by two stages, and creating electoral districts, each returning a single member. If this Bill passes it would of course do away with limited voting. I have not heard of limited voting being applied to the election of deliberative assemblies except in England and Brazil. In New York it has been applied to the election of judges, and in Pennsylvania and other North American States, and also in Switzerland, to the election of officers to superintend elections and see that both parties had fair play. [169] In England limited voting has been tried at three general elections. The same causes which render an election by majority voting usually a contest between only two parties, apply also to limited voting, and therefore none of the evils I have shown to result from this, and from these contests being frequently decided by narrow majorities, are cured by substituting limited voting. The chief recommendation of limited voting is that instead of all the representatives of a constituency being assigned to the majority, the minority can secure a share, provided it be not much inferior in numbers to the majority. This giving the minority a share of the representation has, I consider, had a beneficial effect by counteracting the tendency of each of our two political parties to become specially connected with particular kinds of constituencies and to almost exclude from other kinds. For many years previously to 1867 the liberals used almost to monopolise the larger boroughs, and the conservatives the agricultural counties. The introduction of limited voting permanently secured to the conservatives a certain though limited number of representatives of large boroughs, and to the liberals a limited number of representatives of agricultural counties. Few as these representatives are, they are able in two different ways to do a great deal to strengthen the position of their party in the kind of constituencies which have returned them as minority members: (1) Their speeches in parliament and to their constituents will naturally present the views of their party in the form best calculated to be understood by and to win the approval of their own and similar constituencies; (2) In the councils of their own party they will be able to insist upon much greater respect being paid to the interests of their own and similar constituencies and to the views prevalent there, than would be paid to these constituencies if they were without representatives.
This tendency of different political parties to become specially connected with particular kind of constituencies, and to be excluded from the representation of and altogether silenced and crushed in other kinds of constituencies, assumes a much more dangerous form when these constituencies instead of being locally interspersed and mutually dependent, are situated in different parts of the country, as was the case in the United States before the civil war of 1861. If the republicans instead of being an exclusively northern party, had comprised a certain number of minority representatives from the south; and the democrats, on the other hand had included a much larger number of northern members than actually were comprised in it, the opposition between the two parties would never have developed into a civil war. [170] The southern democrats would not have been driven into rebellion through distrust of the republicans, if they had seen in the republican ranks a number of their own neighbours and friends; while, on the other hand, if the republican members of congress had comprised a certain number of southerners, the whole party would have been disposed to deal with slavery with very much greater respect for the vested interests of the slave owners.
The opposition between Buenos Ayres and the other provinces of the Argentine Republic, which has repeatedly broken out into civil war, and that between the Roman Catholic provinces of Ireland and the rest of the United Kingdom have, I feel no doubt, been very much aggravated by the exclusive representation of majorities.
On the other hand, limited voting has some serious defects :-(1). It does not give the minority anything like its fair share of the representation. If there are three representatives to be elected, the majority can secure them all, unless the minority amounts to twofifths of the voters, while, under cumulative voting and other proportional methods, as will be shown further on, any minority exceeding one-fourth can secure one seat out of three. With limited voting and four representatives, the minority must amount to three-sevenths of the voters to get one representative, while, under the proportional methods, onefifth of the voters would be sufficient.
(2). When the majority is sufficiently strong to secure all the three or four seats, provided its votes are properly distributed among its candidates, it is tempted to establish a very thorough organisation to secure that these votes be equally distributed, although each elector can only vote for two out of the three candidates of the party, or for three out of the four. Moreover, there is always a risk of the party's strength having been miscalculated, in which case the party would probably only obtain one representative for its majority, the other two or three going to the minority.
(3). When each party runs two candidates for three seats, only one of the defeated party's candidates will be elected. Which candidate this will be will depend upon one candidate getting split voters from the other side, or else from his receiving plumpers from some of his special friends, or from some electors who dislike his colleague. By however much one candidate may be more popular than the other, the bulk of the party cannot secure that he should be the one elected, nor can the candidates make any arrangement to secure this. At least, they can only do this by arranging that the one candidate should receive a certain number of plumpers, and this would greatly diminish whatever chance the party might have of carrying both candidates.
(4). [171] Limited voting does not work satisfactorily where, as sometimes happens even in England, an election is not a simple contest between two parties. The last election for Berkshire is an instance of this. It was a contest between Mr. Walter and another liberal for the minority seat.
Cumulative Voting.
I next come to cumulative voting, which is well known from being employed in England for the election of school boards under Mr. Forster's Education Act of 1870. In the previous year, 1869, it was introduced into Illinois for the election both of the State house of representatives and the governing bodies of municipalities and joint stock companies. It was subsequently, in 1871, applied in Pennsylvania to the election of municipal councils. In 1867 the English advocates of minority representation originally attempted to apply cumulative voting to the city of London and the three cornered constituencies, but Mr. Lowe's amendment in favour of cumulative voting was rejected in the House of Commons, and the provision for minority representation, which was subsequently introduced in the House or Lords, took the form of limited voting.
Many years previously to this cumulative voting had been introduced into a constitution granted to the Cape Colony in 1853.* From 1853 to 1874 the legislative council was elected by cumulative voting by two districts returning respectively eight and seven representatives. Since 1874 it has been elected by seven districts, each returning three representatives. The report of the committee of council mentioned in the footnote, has been frequently referred to, owing, I believe, to its being quoted in Mr. Garth Marshall's pamphlet in favour of cumulative voting ("Minorities and Majorities," Ridgway, 1853), but the fact that this report has been acted upon, and that cumulative voting was in operation at the Cape, was altogether lost sight of during the frequent discussions on minority representation between 1866 and 1871. I have no information as to the working of cumulative voting at the Cape beyond the fact that, although the law of 1874 altering the constituencies for the legislative council was under discussion for two sessions, the only proposal to abolish the cumulative vote, one made in the legislative assembly 10th May, 1873, was negatived without a division. 
28
Voting matters, Issue 24
This I have ascertained from the proceedings of the Cape legislature for 1873 and 1874. [172] In cumulative voting an elector may either give all his votes to the same candidate or divide them among several. Usually, in cumulative voting, each elector has as many votes as there are representatives to be voted for, but this is not essential. The method of voting remains substantially the same whether the electors have a larger or smaller number of votes to distribute, or even if each elector has only one vote.
Best Number of Votes under Cumulative Voting.
The number of votes assigned to each elector to distribute is of importance for only one reason, viz., because it is more convenient for a party which is supporting several candidates, that each elector should be able to divide his votes equally between the candidates of the party. If the electors have each 13 votes, or 11, or 7, or 5, as is the case in many of the school board elections, a party which runs two or three candidates cannot without a somewhat elaborate organisation secure that the votes of its adherents will be equally divided between its candidates. But if twelve votes had been assigned to each elector, a party running two, three, four, or six candidates, would be able with the utmost ease to secure that its voting strength was divided equally between them. It would only have to request each of its adherents to divide his twelve votes equally between the two, three, four, or six candidates. Twelve seems the best number to select for this purpose, as 60 and 120 are the only numbers which recommend themselves as having additional divisors, and they are both of them inconveniently large.
How few Electors can obtain a Share of the
Representation.
In cumulative voting the choice of the representatives for a constituency is not limited to a single party, as in majority voting; nor to two parties, as in limited voting. Cumulative voting enables any number of electors who may combine together and exceed a certain fraction of the constituency, viz. :- to obtain a share of the representation approximately proportional to their number. This admits of being easily proved.
Suppose that a constituency has to elect n representatives, that V electors vote at the election, and that each elector has m votes. Let mV n+1 + i be the next whole number greater than mV n+1 , then mV n+1 + i votes will be sufficient to elect one representative.
[173] For if mV n+1 + i votes be given for each of n candidates, the votes remaining undisposed of will amount tomV − n( mV n + 1 + i)
which is manifestly less than mV n+1 + i, and therefore the votes remaining undisposed of could not (even if all concentrated on the same candidate) displace any candidate who had obtained mV n+1 + i votes. Consequently mV n+1 + i votes are sufficient to secure the election of one representative, and obviously twice as many votes will be sufficient to elect two representatives, and generally the number of votes required to secure the election of r representatives will be r( mV n+1 + i). mV n+1 + i, i.e., the whole number next greater than the quotient obtained by dividing mV , the number of votes, by n + 1, will be called the quota.
To make this important proposition more intelligible to those who do not readily understand mathematical symbols, I will apply the same reasoning to a numerical example.
Suppose that the constituency has to elect 9 representatives, and that 10,000 electors vote, each of whom has 12 votes, then 12,001 votes will be sufficient to elect one representative, 12,001 being the next whole number greater than 12×10,000 9+1 or 120,000 10
i.e., greater than the total number of votes polled one more than the number of candidates to be elected For if 12,001 votes be given to each of 9 candidates, the votes remaining undisposed of will be-12 times 10, 000 − 9 times 12,001 = 120, 000 − 108, 009 = 11, 991
and as this is manifestly less than 12,001, the votes left undisposed of could not, even if all concentrated on the same candidate, displace any candidate who had obtained 12,001 votes.
[174] Consequently 12,001 votes (12,001 being the next whole number greater than 1 9+1 , i.e., one tenth of the whole number of votes) are sufficient to secure the election of one representative.
Also 12,001 votes is the smallest number of votes which will do this. For, if the 9 candidates had only 12,000 votes apiece instead of 12,001, there would be 12,000 votes left, and if these were all concentrated on the same candidate, he would "tie" the others, and the result of the election would be uncertain.
In ordinary cumulative voting owing to the irregular manner in which (owing to a cause to be hereafter explained) the votes are usually distributed among the successful and unsuccessful candidates a number of votes considerably less than my theoretical quota mV n+1 + i will usually be sufficient to make a candidate practically safe of getting in somewhere among the successful candidates. But the hypothesis upon which I have proceeded of all the successful candidates obtaining only just enough votes to secure their election, and of the remaining votes being all concentrated on one other candidate, will be practically realised under the transfer methods to be described in a subsequent part of this paper, and the formula I have obtained, mV n+1 + i, will then give the quota of votes which it is necessary to retain for each successful candidate when transferring those he does not require. However even for ordinary cumulative voting my quota is of use as giving the least number of votes that will make a candidate absolutely safe. From the preceding calculations it is manifest that under cumulative voting any number of electors who may combine together to support one or more candidates will be able to secure their election if the votes they command are equal to or greater than the number required for electing so many representatives, provided the two following conditions are fulfilled, i.e., provided (1) the combining electors or their leaders know their own strength, and put forward no more candidates than they can expect to carry, and provided (2) they are able to arrange that all the votes of the party shall be distributed equally between their candidates.
Subject to these conditions, not only the minority, but every minority of a certain size, will be able to obtain a share of the representation. The size of the smallest minority which can obtain a separate representation for itself will be limited by the number of representatives to be elected by the constituency.
It must be always greater than mV n+1 + i, V being the number of electors, i.e., [175] for 3 representatives it must exceed For the school board elections the number of representatives to be elected varies from 4 in some of the London districts to 15 in some of the largest boroughs. The Illinois house of representatives and the Cape of Good Hope legislative council are elected by districts each returning 3 representatives. From 1853 until 1874 the Cape legislative council had been elected by two districts, returning respectively 8 and 7 representatives.
Cumulative Voting, where Defective.
The weak point of ordinary cumulative voting is that no body of electors holding particular views can make absolutely sure of obtaining the share of the representation to which their numbers entitle them, without establishing an elaborate and expensive party organisation. In order that they may secure as many representatives of their views as possible, they must combine into a party and ascertain by a general canvass how many votes they are likely to command, and thence determine how many candidates they should run, and select their candidates. They must also arrange that the voters of their party shall distribute their votes equally among the candidates of the party.
In the absence of such an organisation as I have described, an election under ordinary cumulative voting becomes, to a great extent, a matter of chance. Candidates come forward independently holding nearly the same views, and it is impossible for an individual elector to find out upon which of them his votes may be most advantageously bestowed, so as to secure for the opinions he favours as large a share of the representation as possible. Even when all the candidates for a party co-operate, party managers can, in the absence of a sufficient organisation, only guess at the proper directions to be given to their party.
In most parliamentary boroughs outside the metropolis, electoral organisations have been formed by the two parliamentary parties, for conducting parliamentary and municipal elections, and in consequence, the school board elections in such boroughs have usually become almost entirely contests between the lists of these two parties. The Roman Catholics bring forward their own candidates whenever they are sufficiently numerous to have a chance of securing one or more representatives; but it does not often happen that other sections of the electors bring forward independent candidates. [176] One reason for this is, that it would involve the trouble and expense of separate organisation. Another is, that even if an independent section succeeded in electing its own candidates, the parliamentary party of which they formed part would probably obtain altogether fewer representatives than it was entitled to, owing to the confusion produced through the party being canvassed by rival sets of candidates.
In the metropolitan boroughs, on the other hand, where party organisations are much less developed, they take but little part in the school board elections; and altogether very little is done to organise the electors into parties, or to direct them how they may most advantageously employ their votes so as to secure for their respective views as many representatives as possible. Many candidates who prove successful, come forward independently and merely try to secure as many votes as possible for themselves, while, if several candidates try to cooperate, they are liable to find their calculations upset through some independent candidate with nearly the same views, attracting away the votes they had reckoned upon. In many of the metropolitan school board elections, more than half the votes given have been plumpers in favour of a single candidate. In the proceedings of the Cape of Good Hope legislature for 1874, I found the details of an election of eight members of the legislative council of that colony by a constituency comprising half the Colony. I found that more than half the voters concentrated all their votes on single candidates. This election took place in 1873, after the electors had been using cumulative voting for nineteen years, when it may be reasonably supposed that they had learnt the best mode of using their votes. The record of this election was part of the materials laid before the legislature of the Cape Colony in 1874, when the two constituencies electing eight and seven members, were replaced by seven constituencies each electing three members.
The independent selection of individual candidates by the voters, is more favourable to the election of the best candidates, than if the bulk of the electors vote according to party lists, but it becomes very much a matter of chance whether the holders of any particular set of views obtain as many representatives as they are entitled to. [177] Moreover, under this régime of independent selection, there is always considerable uncertainty about the success of even the most popular candidate. He may lose votes he requires through his friends supposing that he is safe, and that they can employ their electoral power more advantageously in endeavouring to give him a colleague with similar views. For instance, in the Tower Hamlets, Mr. Pearce was second on the poll in 1870, with 20,867; in 1873 he was defeated with only 10,682 votes, and in 1876 he was first with 22,470 votes. Similarly, Professor Gladstone and Mr. Mills, who had both been defeated in 1870 for Chelsea and Marylebone, were at the head of the poll for those constituencies in 1873, Mr. Mills having three times as many votes as any unsuccessful candidate. So again, Sir Charles Reed was at the head of the poll at Hackney in 1870 and 1876, with twice as many votes as he wanted, but at the intermediate election of 1873 he was the lowest successful candidate.
If cumulative voting were extended to parliamentary elections, in England, neither the candidates who are now ready to spend from £5,000 to £10,000 for the chance of a seat, nor the partisans who are deeply interested in the victory of their party, would be content to leave the electors to vote independently without organisation. They would no doubt establish in every constituency organisations capable of ascertaining approximately how every elector was likely to vote, and of giving adequate directions to the voters of each party as to how they might secure for themselves the largest number of representatives; and the electors would soon learn by experience that by implicit obedience to their organisations, they were likely to secure the largest number of representatives for their party. In this way parliamentary elections by cumulative voting would, I am afraid, fall as much under the control of party caucuses as elections by majority voting have done in the United States, and probably will soon do in England.
Beneficial Effects of Cumulative Voting.
In some respects cumulative voting has worked very satisfactorily at the school board elections. There have been few if any attempts at bribery or treating, common as these malpractices are at municipal as well as parliamentary elections. This may fairly be attributed to a great extent to these elections not being contests between two nearly equal parties, when success depends upon attaching a small balance of indifferent voters to the one side rather than the other. Moreover, the successful candidates are a superior class to those elected at elections of the same class by majority voting. [178] Thus the members of the London School Board are on the average decidedly superior to the members of the Metropolitan Board of Works. This will in part be due to the higher interest of educational work to religious and philanthropic persons as compared with building and sanitary works. But school board members also compare very favourably with elected guardians of the poor, whose work ought to be equally attractive to the religious and philanthropic, and I believe the superiority of members of school boards to be to a great extent due to a mode of election which enables a suitable person to come forward independently with a confident expectation of being elected, provided he has become known to, and secured the confidence of, a comparatively small section of the constituency.
But, owing to the weak point I have already referred to, viz., the inability of ordinary electors to ascertain how they may use their votes most advantageously, ordinary cumulative voting fails to realise a great deal of what I expect from a more perfect method of proportional representation.
Transfer Methods.
I shall therefore now proceed to describe methods of voting which are free from this defect, and which I believe to be the best forms of proportional representation that have yet been discovered. One of these, preferential voting, is a thoroughly scientific and complete solution to the problem, but as it involves a considerable amount of sorting and re-sorting of the voting papers, its employment for large constituencies with from 50,000 to 60,000 electors, such as we should necessarily have in England, seems to me beset with somewhat serious practical difficulties. The other of these two methods, which I shall call limited transfer by lists, though theoretically less perfect, would I believe, arrive in practice at a result very nearly as satisfactory, while involving very little more trouble than ordinary cumulative voting.
Both these methods are based on the principle of using for each candidate only as many votes as are wanted to secure his election, and transferring to other candidates all superfluous votes which candidates may have received beyond what they require, and also all votes given to candidates who are found to have no chance of being elected. In the first method (preferential voting) each elector is allowed to designate on his voting paper the other candidates to whom in succession his vote is to be transferred.
According to the simplest form of the other method (limited transfer by lists) all the votes which a candidate does not want or cannot use, are transferred together according to a list prepared by the candidate and published before the election.
Preferential Voting.
[179] Preferential voting was devised by Mr. Hare, as part of his well-known scheme of personal representation. It was also independently invented by Mr. Andrae, a Danish minister, for the 1855 constitution for Denmark, Schleswig and Holstein, and has ever since that date been in use in Denmark. At first it was used for the election of the Rigsraad or council of the empire, and after 1863 for that of the Landthing or upper house of the kingdom of Denmark.* In 1872 Mr. Walter Morrison, in conjunction with Professor Fawcett and other members, introduced into the English parliament a Bill providing for the election of members for England and Wales by preferential voting in constituencies electing from 3 to 16 members apiece.
According to preferential voting, each elector has only one vote, but he may on his voting paper designate any number of candidates to have successively the benefit of this vote. Each voting paper is to be reckoned in the first instance to the first candidate named upon it, but if, when all the votes have been so distributed, it is found that any candidate has more votes than are sufficient to secure his election, the surplus of his voting papers will be redistributed and be given to the candidates next in order of preference thereon, excluding of course those who have already obtained sufficient votes. The result of the first redistribution of votes will be that no candidate retains more votes than are sufficient to secure his election, all superfluous voting papers having been transferred to other candidates and thus utilised. In M. Andrae's method the transfer of votes ceases here, and those candidates who have obtained most votes are at once declared elected. Mr. Hare, however, and this is a great improvement, proceeds to exclude from further competition one by one the candidates who have the fewest votes, and redistribute their voting papers, each voting paper being transferred to the next candidate in order of preference thereon, who remains in the competition. This process of exclusion and redistribution is continued until there is only one candidate remaining beyond the number of representatives to be elected; then obviously the candidate with fewest votes among those remaining must be excluded, and the others will be elected.
Under this method of preferential voting (provided no more votes are retained for a successful candidate than are sufficient to secure his election) it will be immaterial if a party runs too many candidates, or divides its votes unequally between its candidates. [180] If too many votes are in the first instance accumulated upon one candidate, he will only keep as many as are required to secure his election, and the rest will be distributed among the other candidates of the party, and through the successive exclusion of the candidates with fewest votes, will be ultimately concentrated upon as many of them as the voting strength of the party is sufficient to elect. To ensure this, it is only necessary that every elector of the party should designate on his voting paper, in some order or other, all the candidates of the party.
Proper Value of Quota.
It is however essential to the complete success of the method, that no more votes should be retained for a successful candidate than are required to secure his election. I have shown ante, p. 29, [=172] that if mV be the number of votes, and n the number of representatives to be elected, mV n+1 + i, the next whole number greater than mV n+1 , will always be a sufficient number of votes to secure a candidate's election. Mr. Hare and M. Andrae, however, both fixed upon a larger number viz., mV n , as the number of votes to be retained for each successful candidate. As n = 658 in the scheme to which Mr. Hare applies his method, the difference between is too small to be of any practical importance; but when constituencies return from 3 to 8 representatives apiece, as is the case in Denmark, and would probably be so in England if proportional representation were introduced here, the difference becomes considerable. Suppose, for instance, that the election is a contest between two parties of which one commands 360 votes and the other 340, and that each party runs 4 candidates for seven seats; then M. Andrae's quota will be 360+340 7 = 700 7 = 100, while mine will be 700 8 + i = 88. Consequently, if the 360 voters should divide their first votes so as to give originally to each of three candidates 100 or more votes, say 110, 104, and 100, their fourth candidate will originally have only 46 votes, and will obtain by transfer with M. Andrae's quota only 14 additional votes, and thus he will not get altogether more than 60 votes, and therefore if the 340 can by organisation arrange to divide their first votes so that each of their four candidates has originally more than 60 votes (which would not be difficult, as an equal division would give each of them 85 votes) they will carry the odd candidate. [181] On the other hand, with my quota, the fourth candidate will get by transfer (however the votes may be originally distributed) 360 − 3 × 88 = 360 − 264 = 96 votes, and it will be impossible for the 340 to place all their four candidates ahead of those of the 360. Therefore, with my quota, nothing can be gained by dividing the votes equally, or lost by dividing them unequally, while with Mr. Andrae's and Mr. Hare's quota there will always be a possibility of gaining by this, and therefore it may be worth while in an important election, to organise and ascertain how many candidates the party's votes can carry, and arrange for such votes being divided equally between these candidates, the very thing which preferential voting is intended to render unnecessary. I have been told by more than one Danish gentleman that in Denmark, when the electors meet there is a great deal of calculation and arrangement as to how they should distribute their votes among the candidates. In Denmark the electors who vote according to this method I believe rarely if ever exceed three or four hundred (these being secondary electors, elected for the purpose by the primary electors), and they are all assembled in one place. Consequently these arrangements do not involve any great amount of trouble, nor interfere materially with the liberty of the individual electors. But with constituencies of 30,000 or 60,000, such as we at present have in England in our large boroughs, and should probably retain undivided under proportional representation, any such arrangements would be very expensive and troublesome, and would throw a great deal of power into the hands of the organising committees.
Selection of Votes to be Redistributed.
In preferential voting (as I have already mentioned) after the voting papers have been distributed in the first instance according to the first candidate upon each, the surplus voting papers of any candidate who has more than he requires are redistributed. But how is it to be determined which of his voting papers are to be redistributed? The electors whose voting papers are so redistributed have the privilege of influencing the electors to a greater extent than those whose voting papers are retained for the first candidate. After the first candidate has been declared elected, their voting papers contribute towards determining which other candidates should be elected. Suppose that A's name stands first on 10,000 voting papers, of which he only requires 9,000, and therefore there is a surplus of 1,000 to be redistributed; and suppose further that out of these 10,000 voting papers, 6,000 have B in the second place, while 4,000 have C there. Then B's election might easily depend upon how many of the 1,000 surplus votes to be redistributed were taken out of the 6,000 which had B's name second. [182] If it were practicable it would obviously be the fairest plan to divide all A's voting papers into sets, according to the different names upon them, and take the surplus votes proportionally from the different sets. In the case supposed above, this would be to take 600 voting papers out of the 6,000 which B stands second, and 400 out of the 4,000 on which C stands second. But the number of different sets of names upon A's voting papers would usually be far too great to allow of this being done. Probably they would contain the names of almost all the other candidates in every possible order, according to the caprices of individual electors. If there were only five such other candidates, their names would admit of being arranged in 120 different ways. The only satisfactory mode of dealing practically * with this difficulty is to let chance determine which of the voting papers appropriated in the first instance to a particular candidate are to be redistributed. According to a well known theorem in the mathematical theory of probabilities, and one which is constantly acted upon in every day life, there is a strong probability that the number of voting papers of each different set which find their way into the surplus by chance, will be very nearly proportional to the total number of voting papers of the same set. In the case supposed above the odds are more than 199 to 1 that of 1,000 voting papers taken by chance out of 6,000 A B, and 4,000 A C voting papers, there will be between 650 and 550 A B voting papers.
* Professor E. J. Nanson, in a paper read before the Royal Society of Victoria on 8th July, 1880, proposed an ingenious scheme for distributing votes under preferential voting, without allowing the element of chance to intervene. But the directions he gives seem to me far too complicated for an election which is to be managed by ordinary retaining officers, and if challenged, investigated before election judges. Moreover, his method does not seem to me equitable. Instead of taking the votes to be retained for the successful candidate proportionally out of all the groups of votes upon which his name stands first, but with different second names, he takes them altogether out of the larger groups, allowing the smaller groups to be transferred undiminished to the second candidates. To take the votes proportionally out of all the groups would make the process even more complicated than it is.
The selection of the surplus voting papers by chance may be effected in two ways. According to M. Andrae's Danish law all the voting papers are mixed in an urn, and drawn out one by one, and when as many voting papers have been appropriated to a particular candidate as are sufficient to secure his election, any voting paper which may subsequently be drawn with that candidate's name first, is transferred to the next candidate named therein who has not obtained sufficient votes. One drawback to this method is that possibly some of the later voting papers may contain only the names of candidates who have already obtained sufficient votes, and may thus be lost, but this might be remedied by exchanging any voting papers which are thus liable to be lost for some of the voting papers which had been previously appropriated to the same first candidates, but contain other names to which they can be redistributed. [183] The second method, the one I have adopted in this paper in describing preferential voting, is to distribute all the voting papers in the first instance according to the first candidate named on each, and then as a subsequent process to take away and redistribute as many of the voting papers belonging to each candidate as he does not require, going through his voting papers in some order fixed by chance, but passing over any votes which cannot be transferred to some other candidate. If this plan be adopted, it is necessary to distribute the surplus votes of the different candidates one by one, and I consider the best plan to be to take them in order according to the number of surplus votes each has to redistribute, beginning with the largest number of surplus votes. As the redistribution proceeds the proportion of votes which cannot be transferred to any other candidate, because all the candidates named upon them have obtained the quota, will increase; and therefore it is best to leave to the last the sets in which the surplus votes to be redistributed form the smallest proportion of the votes out of which they are to be taken. Where the whole number of voting papers to be distributed is small, M. Andrae's method will probably be found most convenient, but where there is a large number of votes to be distributed, the second method will be found to occupy much less time. With M. Andrae's method the whole of the voting papers must be distributed one after another in order by the same set of officials, and therefore distributing 50,000 voting papers would take one hundred times as long as 500. With the second method the original sorting of the voting papers according to the first candidate named upon each may be divided among several different sets of clerks, and the portion of the process which must all be done by one set of officials need not at any rate begin before the redistribution of the surplus votes not required by the first candidate named upon them.
Whichever of these two methods be adopted, the order in which the voting papers are taken must depend entirely upon chance, and not upon the officials who distribute the votes, as by altering the order they might cause one candidate to be elected instead of another. Also the voting papers ought to be numbered so as to show the order in which they are taken, so that it may be possible to repeat the whole process if there should be a scrutiny. If on a scrutiny the votes might be taken in different order, the scrutiny would be no real check on the officials. Also candidates defeated by a few votes would be tempted to try whether they might not have better luck on a fresh redistribution. [184] It would also be desirable to mark each voting paper to indicate to whom it was appropriated, and how it was transferred. If so, upon the process being repeated on a scrutiny, any particular mistake that had been committed would at once be discovered. It seems to me very important that the whole process of distribution and redistribution should be capable of being subsequently checked; otherwise the result would, to a considerable extent, be placed in the hands of the officials who distribute and redistribute the voting papers. The other persons present as representatives of the different candidates, could only imperfectly check such a complicated process as the distribution of voting papers would be, and if no exact repetition of the whole process on a scrutiny were possible, any objections they might take would have to be summarily decided by the returning officer.
When is Preferential Voting Practicable?.
More than thirty years of experience in Denmark, as well as certain experiments in the United States, Belgium, and Italy, have established that with an educated constituency not exceeding a few hundred electors, the working of the preferential vote does not present any serious difficulties. I say an educated constituency, because all the experiments I am acquainted with, with two exceptions, viz., a working man's bank and a co-operation society, both established at Sampierdarena, in Italy (E. Naville, "Les Progrès de la Réform Electorale en 1874 et 1875." Georg. Geneva, 1876, p. 48; "4th Bulletin of the Italian Proportional Representation Association," p. 460), have been made with educated constituencies, but I do not anticipate that want of education on the part of the electors will interfere materially, provided their minds are not confused by having more than eight or ten candidates to choose between, and provided that the limited area of the constituency gives the electors opportunities of seeing and hearing these candidates, and reading and hearing discussions about their respective merits. No doubt many of the electors will adopt lists prepared by others, but as no one list would have such an advantage over all others as the lists recommended by the party managers have under majority voting, there will usually be a considerable number of competing lists, and choosing among these lists will sufficiently elicit the independent views of the electors. As for the mechanical act of voting, if the names of the candidates proposed were printed on the voting papers, and each elector had merely to add numbers indicating for which candidate his vote was to be used first, for which second, and so on, every elector who could read and write, as well as a large proportion of those who could not, could be readily taught to mark the voting paper according to a list. [185] There would be no more difficulty in this than in marking the ballot papers with other numbers in cumulative voting.
Preferential Voting Difficult with Large
Constituencies.
But it is a much more doubtful question whether the results of experiments with a few hundred voters can be relied upon as proving that preferential voting can be worked satisfactorily in large constituencies containing 50,000 voters apiece. According to the registration for 1879 there were four British boroughs which had more than 57,000 electors apiece, and five more which had more than 40,000 ("Times," 29th April, 1880)- The difficulty arises from the time which the distribution of such a large number of votes is likely to occupy, assuming it to be effected altogether by one set of officials. To give some rough idea of how long this would take, I shall assume that of the 50,000 electors in the constituency, 45,000 vote, and that the votes of nearly half, or say 20,000, require to be distributed. If the favourite candidate of each side got 16,000 instead of the 6,250 votes which would be required to secure his election, assuming that there are seven candidates to be elected, the surplus votes of these two candidates alone would amount to very nearly 20,000. I shall also assume that three voting papers can be redistributed in a minute.. Each has to be taken up, examined, appropriated to a particular candidate, and marked to denote that it has been so appropriated, and although these different processes will probably be performed by different persons who hand the voting papers from one to another, the speed is limited by the necessity of their waiting for each other; besides which, they will all be doing work with which they are not familiar, and the agents of the different candidates will be entitled to superintend each process, and to object if anything is done that they do not at once see to be fair and correct.
Upon these hypotheses, and supposing that the whole of the redistribution of the voting papers for a constituency of 50,000 electors is conducted by one set of persons, it would take 20,000 3×60 hours = 110 8 9 hours. or more than eleven days of ten hours each. This calculation is founded on somewhat rough guesses, but unless they are extremely wide of the mark, it shows that the returning officer and his officials will be occupied nearly a fortnight with a single election, unless the work of redistribution can be accelerated by being divided among several sets of clerks. [186] It is not easy to arrange for such a division without giving up the, in my opinion, very essential condition that the voting papers should be distributed in some regular order, independent of any choice by the officials, and that this order should be recorded upon the voting papers, in such a manner that it may be possible to repeat the whole process exactly on a scrutiny. I think, however, that the following arrangement would enable the greater part of the redistribution to be conducted by several sets of clerks without giving up this essential condition, though it is unquestionably rather complicated.
The voting papers to be redistributed may be divided into lots of, say, fifty each, and marked with different letters of the alphabet, and then it may be arranged that in the redistribution the first, second, third, &c., voting papers of the A lot should theoretically precede the corresponding numbers of the other lots, to be next followed by the corresponding numbers of the B lot, and so on. Practically the different sets of clerks would be able to proceed with the redistribution to a great extent independently, unless when any candidate was just obtaining the quota or number of votes sufficient to secure his election. At these junctures the different lots must all be brought to the same level, in order that this candidate may receive the voting papers earliest in theoretical order among those transferable to him, and those later in order may be reserved for distribution after he has obtained the quota. At all times the voting papers assigned to the same candidate must be ultimately arranged according to their theoretical order, but except when a candidate is just about to obtain the quota, this need not be done at once, and therefore it will not matter if one set of clerks should work rather faster than another set. By employing a sufficient staff of clerks, the distribution of 50,000 voting papers might, I believe, be completed within two days, if not one.* However, it is manifest that not only the time occupied and the number of clerks employed, but also the mere number and bulk of the voting papers render an election by preferential voting for a constituency of 50,000 electors very much more complicated and troublesome than a similar election with 500 electors, or than any election by majority or cumulative voting. [187] It may perhaps be worth while to incur all this trouble for electing a parliament which has very important functions to perform, but for other elections at any rate, e.g., those of school boards, town councils, and boards of guardians, a simpler and more expeditious process is required, and this the other method I have already partially described seems to me fitted to supply, even if it be not also preferable for parliamentary elections.
Limited Transfer by Lists.
This method of limited transfer by lists was originally proposed by Mr. Walter Baily, formerly Fellow of St. John's College, Cambridge, in 1869, in a pamphlet, entitled "A Scheme for Proportional Representation" (Ridgway), and it was recommended by M. Ernest Naville, in his "Representation Proportionelle pour la France" (Didier, Paris, 1871). According to this method, every candidate is, during the interval between the nomination and the election, to make out a list of the other candidates whom he wishes to have the benefit of the votes he may not himself be able to use, showing the order in which * All these calculations as to the time which the distribution may occupy proceed on the assumption that it will be so managed that a scrutiny may be possible, which involves that the voting papers should be taken in some regular order, and that this order should be recorded. If it be thought advisable to trust the distribution of the voting papers to the returning officer and his assistants without any appeal or check, the distribution might be managed much more quickly. they are successively to have the benefit of these votes. These lists are to be published sufficiently long before the polling day for every elector to be able to know how the votes he may give to a particular candidate are liable to be transferred.
When the polling day arrives, the electors vote by cumulative voting, either plumping for single candidates, or dividing their votes among several. When the votes polled for each candidate have been counted, and the quota required to secure a candidate's election ( mV n+1 + i; see ante) has been calculated, the surpluses of those candidates who have obtained more votes than the quota are distributed among the other candidates, each candidate's surplus votes being distributed according to his transfer list.* As it is necessary to lay down a rule as to which candidate's surplus should be distributed first, Mr. Baily begins with the candidate who has the smallest surplus to distribute; and I have followed him in this, as in transfer by lists it is not material whether one begins with the smallest or the largest. The surplus votes of each candidate are first transferred to the first candidate upon his transfer list who has not obtained the quota; [188] but if they are more than sufficient to raise this candidate to the quota, the remainder not wanted for that purpose are transferred to the next candidate on the original owner's transfer list who has not obtained the quota. When all the surpluses have been thus distributed, the candidate who has fewest votes is to be excluded from the competition, and the votes which can no longer be of use to him are to be distributed among the other candidates. The original votes of each candidate are to be transferred according to his own transfer list, while the votes which he has acquired by transfer are to be distributed according to the transfer list of the candidates to whom they were originally given. Of the batches of votes becoming transferable at the same time, the smallest is to be transferred first. When these distributions have been completed, the candidate who has next fewest votes is to be excluded and his votes distributed, and so on, until there is only one more candidate left in the competition than there are representatives to be elected. * Mr. Archibald E. Dobbs in 1879 published an able pamphlet on "Representative Reform in Ireland" (Spottiswoode), in which he advocated electing 105 members by the electors for Ireland united into a single constituency, by a method similar in principle to Mr. Baily's, but with some ingenious modifications adapted to facilitate electing such a large number of representatives by a single constituency.
Example of Limited Transfer by Lists.
The actual working of this method may be exhibited in a numerical example.
Let the annexed Table (VII) show the number ef representatives to be elected in a given constituency, the candidates, and their respective transfer lists, and the votes polled by each.
Then, as the total number of votes polled is 22,040, and there are 5 representatives to be elected, the quota is 22,040 6 + i = 3, 674. As A and B have each more votes than the quota, they are declared elected, and their surpluses are ascertained, and as B's surplus is the smallest, it is transferred first, and the whole of it (698) is transferred to E. Next, out of A's surplus, 1,921 votes are transferred to F, and, with his original votes, raise F's total to the quota, and he is declared elected. The remainder of A's surplus (1,143) is transferred to G,. The surpluses have now all been transferred, and as C has now 3,587 votes, D 2,456, E 2,748 and G 2,327, G has fewest votes, and is therefore to be excluded from the competition, and his votes transferred. The 1,143 votes transferred from A are to be retransferred, and then G's remaining 1,084 votes are to be transferred before A's 1,143. G's 1,084 are transferred to D, and then out of A's 1,143, 87 are transferred to C, raising him to the quota, and 134 more of A's votes are transferred to D, giving him also the quota. Then A, B, F, C, and D, will be the five candidates elected.
[189] The upper part of Table VII shows how these transfers may be practically made.* All the calculations required may be made in half-an-hour on a single sheet of paper, and may be printed and published, so that anyone can test their correctness. This method is therefore much more expeditious than preferential voting, and also very much less troublesome.
* I have taken from Mr. Baily's pamphlet the example he originally gave, but have worked it out somewhat differently. The only difference between the two methods to the disadvantage of limited transfer by lists, is that, instead of each elector determining to whom his votes are to be transferred, this is determined by the transfer lists of the candidates to whom they are originally given. [190] Mr. Baily originally proposed that each elector should only vote for one candidate, and in that form his method was more open to the objection that it gave too much power to the most popular candidates than it is when associated with cumulative voting. When an elector can only vote for one candidate, the most popular candidates of each party will probably get a disproportionately large number of votes, if the party makes no arrangement to prevent this; and as it would not be worth while to make such arrangements when the transfer by lists method secured that all votes given to one candidate of a party would be utilised to the utmost for the rest, it might easily happen that a popular candidate's surplus votes were by themselves sufficient to elect the first or first and second candidates on his transfer list. But with cumulative voting it is not likely that even the most popular candidates will get a large number of surplus votes. Most electors will prefer to divide their votes, giving the most popular candidate of their party only as many votes as he is likely to want, and distributing the remainder according to their own preferences, instead of allowing them to devolve according to that candidate's transfer list. Even if each elector had only a single vote, distributing votes according to the transfer lists of the candidates would not really give the candidates, as individuals, any great influence on the election. The electors who voted for a particular candidate would know beforehand how his surplus votes will be distributed, and if they were dissatisfied with his transfer list, they would probably vote instead for another candidate of their party whose transfer list was more to their taste. Moreover, a candidate in making up his transfer list would bear in mind that he had not only himself to please but his supporters, and would probably consult his committee as to what transfer list was likely to secure him the largest number of votes; just as a prime minister in forming a cabinet is not influenced so much by his own personal preferences as by the opinions of different sections of his party. Under majority voting popular candidates frequently exercise very considerable influence on the selection of the other candidate or candidates who are to stand with them.
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Limited Transfer with Additional Lists.
To meet the objections taken to his plan, on account of the distribution of surplus and useless votes being regulated altogether by lists prepared by the candidates, Mr. Baily subsequently proposed to allow a certain number of electors to propose an additional transfer list for any candidate, so that the electors, when voting for a candidate, might give their votes either to his original transfer list, or to that proposed by these electors. [191] Mr. Baily described the process he recommended for this purpose in a second pamphlet ("Proportional Representation in Large Constituencies." Ridgway. 1871). Table VIII represents what I consider the best mode of carrying out this process. The candidates and the number of votes each obtains are the same as in Table VII. The only difference is that additional lists marked with asterisks have been proposed for three candidates, A, C, and G, and have received part of the votes given to those candidates. The upper half of the table contains the lists and the votes given for them, and the mode in which they are redistributed, and the lower half records how many votes each candidate has obtained, with references to the columns from which they came to him.
The quota is found as before to be 3,674. As A and B are the only candidates with surpluses, and B's surplus is the smallest, it is distributed first, and 698 E in column (3) denotes that it is transferred to E, and 698 (3) in E's column of votes denotes that 698 votes are come to E from column (3). Next A's surplus is divided proportionally between the two A lists, as the votes belonging to one list are to be transferred to F, and those belonging to the other list to G. Out of the 1,403 votes in column (1) 683 are to be redistributed, and out of the 5,335 in column (2) The 683 votes are distributed before the 2,381 in accordance with the rule for distributing the smallest lots of votes first. When the 683 votes have been transferred to F, and the 2,381 to G, F is excluded as having fewest votes; and of the votes thus set free, the 683 retransferred to A are distributed first; of these, 209 are transferred to G, and 87 to C, raising each of these to the quota, and the remainder to D. [193] When the 750 votes in column 9 have been transferred to D, there are no more votes to transfer. As D has 3,593 votes, and E only 2,748, D is declared elected. The result, as compared with Table VII, is that G is elected instead of F in consequence of a large majority of A's voters having preferred the transfer list (2) which placed G above F. The increased trouble caused by the additional lists, consists, (1) in having to deal with some additional columns; and, (2) in distributing proportionally the superfluous votes of candidates who have obtained more than the quota, and have more than a single transfer list. Any undue multiplication of lists might be checked, (1) by requiring that the proposers of an additional list should contribute a certain sum towards the expenses of the election; and, (2) by providing that if any additional transfer list did not obtain a certain minimum of votes (say half the quota), what votes it had obtained should be assigned altogether to the first candidate named therein, instead of a proportionate share of them being distributed as superfluous.* If under either of these transfer by lists methods a candidate should be proposed in his absence, or should for any reason omit to lodge a transfer list, his proposer and seconder might be allowed to lodge a transfer list for him.
Results of Preferential Voting and the Transfer by
Lists Method.
Either with preferential voting, or under either of these transfer by lists methods, every individual elector will be safe of having his vote or votes employed to the best advantage to carry out his wishes, * Mr. Baily thought that distributing the superfluous votes proportionally among the different lists, would make the whole process too complicated, and therefore he proposed that of the several lots of votes given for different transfer lists headed by the same candidate, the smallest lot should be first applied to make up the first candidate's quota, and then the next smallest lot and so on, leaving the largest lot or lots to be distributed as superfluous. But this does not seem to me fair. The electors are invited to choose between several transfer lists headed by the same candidate, but whichever list they may select, their votes will really go according to that transfer list which obtains the largest number of votes. Moreover, if any advantage is given to the list with the larger number of votes, there will be a temptation to manoeuvre to obtain this advantage. and every party or section of a party will be able to obtain a share of the representation in proportion to its numbers without any previous arrangement or organisation. Moreover, all these methods are free from the various evils produced by majority voting. We shall have an approximately proportional representation of all parties, and the relative strength of these parties in the representative assembly will only fluctuate in proportion to the changes of opinion in the constituencies instead of very much exaggerating them. [194] Elections will but seldom turn on narrow majorities, and as it will be very difficult to foresee their doing so, there will be little or no temptation to corruption, extravagant expenditure, or gerrymandering. Whatever is artificial in our present division into two parties will disappear, and members will be much more free to act according to their individual opinions, instead of suppressing them when they differ from those of the leaders of their party.
Filling up Vacancies.
One of the minor difficulties connected with proportional or any minority representation, is the filling up of vacancies. If a minority member dies or vacates his seat, as happened in London in 1869 in the case of Mr. Bell, and in 1880 in the case of Lord Ramsay, a fresh voting for a single member leads necessarily to the election of an additional representative of the majority. Mr. Baily's plans include a solution of this difficulty. When a representative vacates his seat, the table in which the distribution of votes at the general election was recorded is taken out, and it is ascertained what votes are unrepresented. Suppose for instance that Table VII, above the thick black line, represents the distribution of votes at the general election, and that C's seat has become vacant, then the votes unrepresented will be 3,587 original votes of C, 87 votes transferred from A, 922 other votes of A, 2,050 original votes of E. and 698 votes transferred from B, and as the A and C votes are all transferable to G, G will have transferred to him sufficient votes to make up the quota, and will be elected in C's stead. The new member is almost certain to belong to the same party as his predecessor, and usually he will be the first unsuccessful candidate on his predecessor's list. The same mode of filling up vacancies might be employed with preferential voting, provided the voting papers have been preserved, but it would, of course, involve a fresh sorting of all the voting papers which were unrepresented.
If this mode of filling up vacancies were adopted, the candidates under the limited transfer by lists method, or with preferential voting the electors, would usually add some additional names to guard against the possibility of their lists being found exhausted when a vacancy occurred.
I have said nothing in this paper about the method of free lists which has been for the last fifteen years advocated by the Geneva Association for Electoral Reform, and has been greatly altered, and on the whole improved, by M. Morin, M. Naville, M. Gfeller of Lausanne, and others, because this method has never become at all popular in England, and it seems to me, even in its most improved state, very inferior in accurate fairness, as well as in facility of employment by both electors and party managers, to either preferential voting or limited transfer by lists. [195] Size of Constituencies.
Before concluding I must say a few words upon the mode in which these proportional representation methods should be applied to the formation of a representative assembly. I consider that almost all the evils incident to majority voting are traceable entirely to elections being contests between only two parties and left to be decided by small margins of voters, and would be cured as completely with constituencies each returning seven or even five representatives, as with any larger number. The only advantages so far as I am aware to be anticipated from an increased number of representatives being elected by the same constituency, or even from Mr. Hare's scheme for uniting all the electors of the United Kingdom into one constituency, are (1) that it would probably render the representation of different parties and sections of parties more accurately proportional; and (2) that it would enable some small scattered minorities to obtain representatives. But the same fortuitous causes which under majority voting usually prevent one party from making a clean sweep of the constituencies, and frequently procure parliamentary spokesmen for insignificant minorities would continue in operation under proportional representation with five-member or seven-member constituencies. At the first two trials of cumulative voting in Illinois in 1872 and 1874 the representatives elected were divided between the two parties almost exactly in proportion to the voters supporting those parties respectively, and this was with constituencies each returning only three members.* It is moreover very questionable whether * In 1872 the republicans obtained 85 representatives out of 153 and the democrats, or, as they called themselves in Illinois, the liberals, 68. At the simultaneous presidential election more than a very limited number of highly educated electors would be competent to make a good use of the greater liberty of choice afforded through the constituency having an increased number of representatives. If a limited number of candidates are proposed for a constituency with a limited area, the less educated electors have opportunities of seeing their candidates and hearing them speak, and they also hear and read discussions about them among their neighbours and in the local papers. [196] But if they should be perplexed by having too many representatives to elect, they would be afraid of choosing for themselves, and would adopt blindly any list of candidates that might be recommended to them by their party leaders. But while I submit that constituencies with seven or even with five representatives are sufficiently large to secure the benefits to be anticipated from proportional representation, I should not object to increasing the number of representatives to anything not exceeding (say) fifteen, with the view of uniting in the same constituency the whole of a borough or county the leading members of which have common interests and common places of meeting. In 1871 Mr. Walter Morrison, Professor Fawcett, and Mr. Hughes, introduced into the House of Commons a proportional representation Bill for England and Wales, the schedule to which gives a good idea of how constituencies for proportional representation might be formed, though some of the county constituencies seem to me too large, having regard to the scattered population and the difficulties of communication in rural districts.
Present Importance of Subject.
In conclusion I would submit that this question of proportional representation has special claims to consideration at the present time, when a further extension of the suffrage in counties and a further redistribution of seats are impending within the next two or three years; and this for several reasons :-(1) It will be much easier to introduce proportional representation, when an extensive redistribution of seats is demanded on other grounds; (2) the difference between the borough and the county suffrage Grant, republican, obtained 240, 387 votes, and Greely, democrat, 183, 669 , which would correspond to 86.7 republicans to 66.3 democrats. In 1874 the republicans obtained 69 representatives with 164,184 votes, and the other party 84 with 196,473 votes. The exact proportional division would be 69.7 to 83.3. If the election had been by majority voting the republicans would have had 99 representatives to 54 in 1872, and 54 to 99 in 1874 ("Chicago Times," 20th November, 1872; "Chicago Tribune," 21st November, 1872 , 24th November, 1874 . Both in 1872 and 1874 there were about seven cases of individual constituencies getting misrepresented, through the defects of cumulative voting, but in both years these compensated each other almost completely.
has ever since 1832 been the chief obstacle to one party sweeping the constituencies and obtaining an overwhelming majority; (3) the larger the proportion of uneducated electors admitted to the franchise the more important it becomes to make the instrument with which the electors are supposed to control the government of the country easy to use and difficult to abuse. DISCUSSION on MR. DROOP'S PAPER. [197] THE CHAIRMAN (Mr. R. Biddulph Martin, M.P.) thought the paper which had been read by Mr. Droop was one of great interest, but it required very considerable study before it could be thoroughly appreciated, and as he had not had an opportunity of reading it before coming to the meeting, he hoped to be excused if he abstained from going into a critical discussion of the subject, which was undoubtedly one of great national interest, and could not be too often discussed in such a Society as the Statistical Society of London. The statement made in the paper with regard to the fact of majority voting at Geneva completely excluding the minority ought to be thoroughly digested, as well as that respecting the election of the presidents of the United States. There was another important fact brought out, in respect to the general elections of 1874 and 1880, which was worthy of special notice, inasmuch as it showed the great uncertainty of parliamentary elections. The tables given he thought would be perused by all interested in the question of elections with considerable interest; whilst Mr. Droop had given them a little insight into a subject that must at no distant time occupy the attention of the country, namely, the instability resulting from and the corruption due to narrow majorities. The disclosures made in several parts of the kingdom of late were simply disgraceful. It was of the greatest importance, he thought, whether the electors wished the affairs of the country to be carried on by men of liberal or conservative opinions, that they should know that the men they elected to send to parliament were men elected by a thinking and intelligent body of electors, instead of by persons who neither cared for nor knew the value and privilege of a voice in the representation of the country, as had been too often the case in recent times. By the means set forth in the paper that Mr. Droop had read, he thought it would be possible practically to get rid of these anomalies in elections, and to that extent the paper would be rendering a considerable service to the country. It was a subject worthy of their consideration. The following statement was made in the paper:-"This giving the minority a share of the representation has, I consider, had a beneficial effect by counteracting the tendency of each of our two political parties to become specially connected with particular kinds of constituencies and to almost exclude from other kinds." He (the speaker) thought this to be a very important circumstance. He fancied there was a tendency, to which he had never seen any particular attention drawn, election after election, to seek for candidates disassociated from the particular constituencies which they proposed to represent. It was almost universally the custom in olden days that a candidate having some local connection was returned; that was to say, that he was either introduced by the patron of the borough, or was known to his constituents by residence or some other local tie. [198] He might now say this custom was gradually being broken through. At the last election there were more candidates, not only for boroughs but for counties, totally unconnected with the places they contested than on any previous occasion. That tendency seemed to be increasing, and if it did so, he need hardly say it would remove one of the greatest objections raised to electoral divisions, and at once give occasion for the creation of electoral divisions rather than local centres, where every constituency puts forward as its representative a man who might be supposed to represent its own particular opinions, irrespectively of the views of the same class of people in another part of the country, or indeed in another part of the same county. There would then be no reason why a man coming from Cornwall should not be elected as member of parliament for some borough in Cumberland, or any other part of the north of England, or why he would not serve the interests of his constituents as well as a man having local ties and interests. In conclusion, he would say that the paper was an admirable one, and the Society must feel indebted to Mr. Droop for the trouble and pains he had taken in bringing the question of electing representatives so ably and comprehensively under its notice, and in the name of the Society he ventured to tender Mr. Droop its most hearty thanks.
Mr. THOMAS HARE next addressed the meeting. He said he had had the honour of reading a paper on the present subject before the Society twenty years ago, which would be found in the record of its transactions.* In that paper, as well as in one read at the Manchester Congress of the Social Science Association in 1879, † he had pointed out briefly the nature and degree of change which his proposed system of election would effect both in action and result, first, in regard to the election individually and collectively, secondly, in all local and other constituencies, and thirdly, as regards the candidates for seats in Parliament. The proportional system of election left the laws which conferred the suffrage entirely unaffected, its object being to give the voter a more extensive choice of candidates, whilst every voter in * Vol. xxiii of the Society's Journal, p. 337.
†"Distribution of Seats," & c., published by the Political Tract Society, 31, Tavistock Street. the kingdom would have the same political right and power-a power of joining with others of the same opinions to elect the member who was to represent them, nothing being required from the voter above the capacity of anyone who could now vote. The system would give an impulse to every upright and patriotic sentiment, both of the individual voter and the borough or other constituency. After explaining the nature of the voting papers, Mr. Hare went on to say that the mode of computing and appropriating the votes would not prove a more complicated process than that of sorting and distributing the letters at the post office, and far less so than the work daily gone through at the bankers' and railway companies' clearing houses. What they wanted in an alteration of the present system of elections was to put an end to the utterly unjust inequalities of the present distribution of electoral power by rendering it in every district the same, and at the same time to cause every thoughtful voter to feel it to be his absolute duty to record his vote, as the vote would be certain to have its effect, and not as now, to be often useless or thrown away. [199] At the same time, corruption, at present fostered and promoted by the unnecessary and artificial value given to the votes within a limited area, would be sapped at its very root. It was not necessary to go into a critical analysis of Mr. Droop's paper, which they could not possibly deal with in the time at their disposal. The details of the system might be varied. Different forms of application had been suggested. He had shown in the paper printed in the transactions of this Society that the system of cumulative voting could be universally applied preferentially, and that it would not be more difficult to compute the votes and ascertain their result at the end of every election than it is to manage the affairs of other departments of the State.
Mr. WALTER BAILY did not concur with Mr. Hare in his view of the possibility of carrying out on a large scale the work of electing representatives. Mr. Hare had compared it to the work of the post office, but there was a great difference between duties performed day after day in the same way and duties performed at intervals of several years. When they had to deal with great numbers it was absolutely essential, he thought, that what each individual had to do should be made as simple as possible, because people were very apt to make mistakes. Even in the present system of the ballot there was considerable difficulty in sorting the papers, although each member had only to put down two or three crosses on his paper. In a scheme which he ventured to suggest some years ago, he pointed out that less labour would be involved and greater accuracy would be at-member of their own choice. The minority of a large town was not represented efficiently or satisfactorily by the member for a small rural town, even though nominally on the same side of politics. It seemed more reasonable to expect that voters could be led to take a true interest in public affairs through the training afforded by the local election of their own representatives, than by treating the whole kingdom as one large constituency.
Mr. W. J. BOVILL, Q.C., thought the Society was much indebted to Mr. Droop, and particularly for this, that he had shown that voting by majorities was the only real mode of voting. Notwithstanding the high authority of his friend Mr. Hare, he (the speaker) was of opinion that the whole question must finally resolve itself into one of majorities. If a man said he preferred first A, and next B, and then C, and so on, it simply was a question of majorities. It really appeared to him, that reviewing the whole thing, Mr. Droop conclusively proved that representation by majorities was the only substantial and practical representation that they could have in the election of members to the House of Commons.
Mr. DROOP briefly replied to the various speakers. He pointed out that he had said in his paper that the methods for having minorities represented might well be limited to constituencies with five or seven representatives. He was not at all in favour of having one constituency for the whole kingdom; or to use words which would not clash with Mr. Hare's different use of the word "constituency," of having the votes of the whole kingdom distributed together and treated in a lump. A great deal had been said about the difficulties of applying the different methods of voting described, but this was to a great extent founded on misconceptions. As regards cumulative voting, he presumed it was settled by experience that individual electors had no real difficulty in voting according to that method. The only difficulty was the uncertainty how a party should vote to bring about the best result. In his friend Mr. Baily's plan, all the elector had to do was to vote as in cumulative voting, whilst the calculations for distributing the votes could be done in half-an-hour on a sheet of paper. [202] In Mr. Hare's plan, all an elector had to do was to select a certain number out of the candidates and put them in order of preference, or else supposing that the names of all the proposed candidates were printed on the ballot papers, he would only have to mark them 1, 2, 3, 4, according to the order of his preference. It would be the same thing as marking the votes he gave to each candidate in cumulative voting. But the distribution of a large number of votes, according to Mr. Hare's plan, did seem to him to involve serious difficulties. For the individual elector, however, these new methods were much easier than majority voting. It was much easier for an ignorant elector to find out some one or two persons whom he could trust to represent him and judge and vote for him than to decide between two candidates, or three proposed by rival parties, candidates who were really not going to act according to their own opinions, but so as to be in harmony with great parties of the kingdom. It was very difficult indeed for an uneducated man to judge aright for which of these parties he should vote. It would be much better for him to choose a candidate whom he knew and trusted, and who would be free to act according to his individual opinions. In conclusion, he would just say, in reply to a question put to him with respect to the filling up of vacancies, that he had fully dealt with that subject in his paper.
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